I must not carry this train of thought much further. The
author's suggestion, if it were true, would also conclusively
prove that all of us conspirators were thinking, not of the deli-
verance of India from bondage, or of the good of the masses,
but only of our base little selves.
28. The difficulty pointed out by Rajaji and on which the
writer has laid stress in order to infer 'secret motive' on my
part was pointed out even more forcibly by another corres-
* pondent and I dealt with it in the issue of Harijan dated
19th July, 1942, pp. 232 and 233. As the whole of the article
consists of questions and answers which have a bearing on the
author's insinuations, I reproduce them without apology:
PERTINENT  QUESTIONS
Q.   1.   "If non-violent activity is neutralized by, and cannot go
along with armed violence in the same area, will there remain any
scope for non-violent resistance to aggression in the event of India
allowing foreign troops to remain on her soil and operate from here?
A.   The flaw pointed out in the first question cannot be denied.
*I have admitted it before now. The tolerance of Allied troops by
Free India is an admission of the nation's limitations. The nation
as a whole has never been and never been claimed to be non-violent.
What part is cannot be said with any accuracy. And what is decisive
is that India has not yet demonstrated non-violence of the strong
such as would be required to withstand a powerful army of inva-
sion. If we had developed that strength we would have acquired
our freedom long ago and there would be no question of any troops
freing stationed in India. The novelty of the demand should not be
^missed. It is a demand not for a transference of power from Great
Britain to a Free India. For there is no party to which Britain
would transfer such power. We lack the unity that gives strength.
The demand therefore is not based on our demonstrable strength. It
is a demand made upon Britain to do the right irrespective of the capa-
city of the party wronged to bear the consequences of Britain's right
act. Will Britain restore seized property to the victim merely because
the seizure was wrong? It is none of her concern to weigh whether
the victim will be able to hold possession of the restored property.
. fence it is that I have been obliged to make use of the word anarchy
^h this connection. This great moral act must give Britain moral status
which could ensure victory. Whether without India Britain would
have reason to fight is a question I need not consider. If India is the
stake and not British honour we should know. My demand then loses
force but not justness.
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